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Although their nomenclature is currently not governed by the Code,
class-series nomina in zoology have always been nouns In the nominative
plural, and this should become a formal Rule of the Code. About 600
nomina have been created since 1758 for taxa above the rank superfamily
in the class Ampriaia, and they all followed this universal “implicit Rule””. An

exception is the recently published nomen Texnanana Hedges, Duellman &
Heinicke, 2008, which is a noun in the nominative singular. Two possible
emendations are here proposed for this nomen. As for many other nomina
of higher taxa, the spelling that will be retained by the majority of authors

created by the premature creation of class-series nomina, mostly based on
quantitative criteria such a5 a high number of included species, in 3 group
like i and are still under frequent

whos
and .mponam changes and not yet stabllized.

Ivpographical conventions In the text below, species-series and genus-series nomina {see
Du s, 2000) are printed, as ustial. 1n lower case wetlics, whereas nomna of gher-ranked
taxa are written in small capitals, family -series nomina are in 71/ 5. and class-series nomuna
m sotp. Nomenclaturally unavalable nomina (anoplonyms) (see Dt gots. 2000 are presented
“between quotation marks™ Yernacular nomina, 1 nomina that are not Latm or latmized.
are presented underhned “The Code™ refers to the fourth ediion. currently in foree, of the
International Code of Zoological Nomencature (ANONYMOUS, 1999), which s here quoted as
“ANonYMOUs” for reasons explained m DURos (20085)
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CLASS-SERIES NOMINA ARE NOUNS IN THE NOMINATIVE PLURAL

In order to communicate efficiently about organisms, biologists and non-biologists need
a system of classification of the latter mto taxa (taxonomy) and of nomination of taxa
(nomenclature). Scientific normna are not definitions of taxa, evolutionary or other theories,
or praises for persons, but just neutral, meaningless labels pointing unambiguously and
umversally to taxa as defined within the frame of given taxonomuies {DuBols & RAFFALLLT,
2009). To be able to play this role, biological nomenclature must follow a set of Rules.
provided in zoology by the Code.

The current Code regulates the nomenclature of zoological taxa in three “groups of
names™” or nonunal-series (DUBOIS, 2000): the species-, genus- and famidy-sertes. Except for a
few general statements {Art. 1-4, 7-10, 11.1-11 3, 14, 2728 and 32 5 2.6), 1t does not provide
binding Rules for the nomenclature of higher taxa (above the rank superfamily), i.e., for
cluss-series nomina This 1s a potential source of confusion and muscommunication between
scientists. It 1s particularly problematic at a time when. as a result of the various phylogenetic
analyses that are regularly produced, numerous such taxa are recognized and named To avoid
the p of a latural chaos™ in higher taxonomy, Dugoss
{2005a4-b, 2005¢, 2006a-b, 2007a) proposed a set of Rules to govern this nomenclature

In the three nominal-series covered by 1ts Rules, the Code states what kinds of nomina are
acceptable, Thus, a family-series nomen must be “a noun m the nomunative plural” based onan
available generic nomen (Art 11.7), a genus-series nomen “purst be « word of two or more
letters and must be. or be treated as, a noun m the nommnative singular” (Art. 11.8) and a
species-series nomen must be “a nord of two or more letters, or a compound word”, and be, or
be treated as, either an adjective or a participle in the norminative singular agreeing in
grammatical gender with the generic nomen, a noun n the nominative singular standing i
apposition to the generic nomen, or a noun or an adjective in the gemtive case (Art 11.9)
These possibilities are limited- for example, a genus-nomen cannot be an adjective (but see
Dusois, 2007%), and a specific cpithet cannot be a verb, an adverb, or 4 noun or an adjective
at a case other than nominative or genitive.

In contrast, the Code does not provide any Rule or recommendation for the formation of
the nomina of higher taxa However. 1t has been a universal practice since LiNNarus (1758) to
use. for such taxa, nouns m the nomindive plural, or treated as such. just ke 1 the
famuly-series. The logic behind thisis simple lower ranked nomina (species, genera} are in the
singular, and higher ranked nomma (tribes, families and above) are in the plural In class-
series nomind, the plural is easy to recognize for terms that were borrowed without change
from classical Latin This was often the case in early zoology, as can be exempliied by lookmg
at some of the class-series nomina i LInNaTLs {1758} (see Dubols. 2007). Thus, his nomen
Frratk 15 the nonunative plural of fera (“wild animal™), hus Cear that of Phnws™ Latin noun
cetos (“large sea ammal, whale™) and lus Aves that of the Latin noun aiss (“bud™). It 15
sometimes less straightforward to ascertam the etymology of nomind that were not borrowed
durectly from classical Latin nouns. but based on terms from other languages including Greek.
or from neologisms dernved from combmed Latn, mcluding lower Latin, roots.
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Dusots 169

The nomina not directly borrowed from classical Latin are the overwhelming majority of’
class-series nomina in zoology. Regarding these nomina, given the possibilities offered by the
Latin grammas, which are not unlinnted (se¢ e.g. Dusats, 20075), 1t is usually rather easy to
assume the nominative singular from which they were derived. Thus, many nomina ending in
*-a" can be assumed to be denved from “neo-Laun™ neuter nouns of the second declension,
with nominative singulars in “-um’™ (or rarely in “us™. eg. virus), but there are other
possibilities (neuter nouns of the third and fourth declensions, with various endings 1n the
nomunative singular), Sumlarly, nomna ending in “-1” must be assumed to be derived from
masculine or feminine nouns of the second declension (romnative singular in “-us™ or “-¢r”'),
those ending 1 “-a€™ from fermmne or masculine nouns of the first declension (nomnative
singular usually in “~a”, with a few exceptions in “-as™ or “-es™), those ending in “-£s” from
masculine or femmine nouns of the third or fifth declensions {vanous kinds of nominative
singulars), those in “-ts” from masculine or feminine nouns of the fourth declension
(nominative singuiar in “-us™), and the very rare ones in “-£"” from neuter nouns of the second
declension (e g.. cefos m Plintus). Despite the vanability mentioned above, 1t should be noted
that, if class-serics nomina are to be Latin or latinized nouns i the nominative plural, only six
endings (“-A", “-AE £s”, “-1", “-ts” and exceptionally “-E™") are acceptable for them,
whereas other endings (e.g , “-as”, “18”, “-oN", “-08” or ““tm"} are not.

These “implicit Rules” of formation of class-series nomina have been foliowed until now
by wirtually all authors. Thus s the case for example for all class-series nomina created from
1758 to 2007 for animal taxa currently placed m the class AmpHiBIa, which are about 600
number Partial reviews of these nonina are to be found in Kunn (1967), Dunots (1984, 2004q,
2005¢-¢h, FROST et al. (2006) and GraNT et al {2006}, and a complete review will soon be
avallable (Dusors & FRETEY. 1n preparation). These nomina nclude: (1) nomma m the
nominattve plural directly borrowed from Latin language (¢ g., Caupara Scopoly, 1777: Nupa
Oppel, 1811, Proara Fischer, 1808, Sirrses Gray. 1825; Triroses Gray. 1850): (2} nomina m
the nomunative plural ending 1n -4, assumed to be derived from “neo-Latin™ neuter nouns
of the second declension, or possibly from neuter nouns of the third and fourth declensions.
with various endings in the nominative singular (¢ g , AveHtesetsra Merrem, 182
Leuckart, 1821, Gyvinornia Rafinesque-Schmaliz, 1814, NeoBaTraCiia Retg, 1958; SaLienaia
Laurenti, [768); (3) nomina n the nommative plural ending i “1™

1", assumed to be derved
from “neo-Latin” masculine or fermumne nouns of the second declension (e g . Ackrct Wagler,
1828, Cavoarn Dumérnl, 1806: Gropniui Fitzinger, 1843, Lackrrina Gray. 1850, Nropatracnr
Sarasin & Sarasin, 1890}, (4} nomina m the nomnative plural ending m *-ae™, assumed to be
dernved from “neo-Latn™ mascuhne or feminue nouns of the first declension (e g . Actossat
Wagler, 1830, Caranuiar Lk, 1807, Crypiovieerae Fiizinger, 1843 Geovorow Rutgen,
(828, Psrtnosat avarnrat Bonaparte, 1850), (5) nomina in the nominatne plural ending m
8™, assumed to be denved from “neco Laun™ masculine or ferunine nouns of the third ot
fitth declension (e g . Batrscuoriives Latreille. [825: Buronroryiks Cope, 1864, Hrbyintio-
pies Wagler, 1824, Measis Linnacus, 1767, Stotecones Ritgen, 1828) All these 600 or so
nomina are therefore nouns in the nominative plural. meluding all the class-series nomina
coined in the two recent works of Frost et al. (2006) and Grant et al. {2006) So these
“umphett rules” could have been considered shared by all taxononusts, even i the absence of
a written statement in this respect 1n the Code.

Source MNHN, Paris



170 ALYTES 26 (1-4)

THE NEED OF AN EMENDATION FOR TERRARANA

This is not true, as shown be the recent erection by HEGDES et al. (2008), in a well-known
mternational refereed journal, of a new class-series taxon of Ampnisia which they called
TerrARANA, @ nomen which is clearly a noun in the nominative singular, as stated expressly by
HEDGES et al. (2008: 21) *“The name 1s derived from the Latm, terra (fand) and rana (frog)”.
For this nomen to be considered a noun in the nominative plural, it should have been derved
from a neuter noun ending 1n “-w” 11t the nomnative singular, thus “ Terraranumn’”, which is
clearly not the etymology indicated by the authors. The correct nominative plural for
TerrARANA WoOUld be “TERRARANAE,

Beside being 1n the nominative singular, the nomen TrrraRANA 15 also 1ll-chosen for being
formed exactly in the same manner as many genus-series nomina of AvpkiBia that were built
by adding a short root (usually of two syllables) before the generic nomen Rana Linnacus,
1758 e.g.. Hylarana Tschudi, 1838, Nunorana Giimher, 1896 or Chaparana Bourret, 1939.
Most of these nomina were created to designate taxa (genera or subgenera) of the family
Ruvmae Rafinesque-Schmaltz, 1814 and related groups (Dusos, 1992: Frost etal , 2006), but
some also exist in other amphibian groups, e g . Stlurana Gray, 1865, Cyclorana Steindachner,
1867 or Ruprrana Heyer, 1999 (see FrosT et al, 2006). For all amphibian taxonomists, the
nomen Terrarana will therefore evoke a genus, not a higher taxon. Besides, the spelling
“Terrarana” not bemg preoccupied in the genus senes, 1t could vabdly be used m any
zoological group to name a genus or a subgenus. Such cases of “hemihomonymy™ (STaRO-
BOGATOV, 1991), e g . between the generic nomen Runordea Tschudi, 1838 and the superfami-
hal nomen Ravor 74+ Rafinesque-Schmaltz, 1814, should preferably be avoided, as they are
hikely to cause confusions, in particular for candid users of clectrome databases looking for
zoological nommna (HiLts, 2006, Dusois, 2007¢) These statements are conform to the
Recommendation 5 of Appendix B of the Code, which rcads: “New names  shauld not be
hable 1o confusion with those of other tuxa of any rank {...)."

Currently, class series nomina not being covered by the Code, any awthor 1s enntled to
use “his/her own nomenclature™ for such nomina, without caring for priority or other criteria,
and this s mdecd what 1s being done in many cases (DUBoLs, 2004¢; Dupors & O R, 2009)
The only ex.sting complete set of Rules for such nonuna is that proposed by Dt Bo1s (2005¢,¢.
2006¢). In fact. these Rules allow here (o solve the two nomenclatural problems posed by the
creation of the nomen TeRRARsNA

According 1o the Rules (R8).{R21) and (R22) of Dt zois (2006a: 229, 232), a cluss series
nomen mdy have received various speflings mits history, mcluding its onginal one (proforvi)
and subsequent ones {¢ponins) The term apenym s clearer than the ambiguous one of
“emendation”, which can designate either & change n spelling of the nomen, in (s rank or
onymorph thence a nomenclatural concept), or & modification of the definition of the taxon,
arther by mtenston (diagnosis) or by extension (content) (henee a taxonomie concept) Rule
(R8) states that “wnee creared, an cass-series nomen 15 decmed 1o preoccupy all possible
spelfngs derived from the same root [my emphasis], and apphiing 1o taxa of w vanh swithm the
dlrs-sertes”. provided these 1axa indude the enomatophore (name-beaning type) of the
ongimal nomen Thus, the varous spellings that may have been used for a nomen by vanous
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authors during the history of taxonomy are just to be considered aponyms of the same
nomen, with the same author and date, and not different homonymous nomina with different
authors and dates. Among these various spellings, under Rule (R22), the correct one nowa-
days. or eunym (D Bois, 2000), 1s not necessarily the protonym, but may be one of the
aponyms, depending on subscquent usage, as spellings of universal or gencral usage must be
conserved. Many examples of such situations 1n the class AvpuiBia exist, as shown by a few
examples. the aponym AmphiBia 1s the eunym of Avieaysirvs De Blamnsille, 1816; Barracuia s
that of Bairiciens Brongniart, 1800 (first latimzed as Batractm); GysmnopHioNa that of
Gywvvophia Rafinesque Schmaltz, 1814 Antra that of Anotkes Duméril, 1806 (first latimzed
as ANURt): UrobtLa that of Uronties Duméril, 1806 (first latinized as URobgLt), PERENNIBRAN-
chia that of Pérex~igrancuss Latredlle, 1824; ete In all these cases, the author of the
protonym remains the author of the nomen even if the eunym 1s an aponym. Many other
examples could be given, m the whole ammal kingdom in class-series nomenclature, a large
proportion of the nomina currently in use are aponyms (“emendations”). not protonyms
(original spellings). It 1 therefore fully justified to emend such a nomen when 1€ was clearly
1ll-formed from the start

I propose to take advantage of the possibility offered by these proposed Rules to emend
the ill-formed nomen TerrRarana before it is widely used 1n the hterature. The new spelling
should clearly be an aponym of the protonym, i ¢, 1t should be dernved from the same root.
but bemng a nominative plural and non liable to be confused with a generic nomen based on the
nomen Ranu. The easiest way would be to transfer the origmal nomen to the nommative
plural, as Trrraranar However, as a change 1s anyway necessary, one could go even one step
further. and take this opportunily to suppress, for reasons of brevity and cuphony, the
unlucky sound repetibion “rara” 10 the original aponym, and to com the shorter spelling
Terranat This nomen also imcludes the two terms used as roots for the protonym, “ferra™ and
“rana”, although more compressed and “overlapping” A similar compression of syllables
can be found mn other cases, ¢ g, in the ranid generic nomen Pulciirana Dubon, 1992 As
analysed in detail m Dusors (1987, 2007)) and Durats & Rarrarci1(2009), the Code does not
provide Rules or precise guidelines for the construction or for the latnization of nomina, so
that such compressed spellings are fully acceptuble as some possibilities among several that
would derve from the same roots. As for many other class-series nomina, among the two
spellings Terraranar and Terkanar, the spelling that will be used by the majonty of authors
will become the correct one, but the spelling Tkrr sra~a should not be used

Therefore the new spellings are not new nomind, bat aponyms of Treraraza, which
retains ity onginal authors and date They should be mentioned as “TerraraNak Hedges,
Duellman & Hemmicke, 2008° or “Terranar Hedges, Duellman & Hemicke, 20087

UNWARRANTED CREATION OF NOMINA FOR HIGHFR TAXA

1t should be noted that the two aponyms above are proposed here purely on nomencla-
tural grounds {explined above) and for nomenclatural purposes 1 suggest that. #f this taxon
1 10 be recogmized and given this nomen. e the latter should be used under one of these two
spellimgs. This does not mean that 1eonsider warranted eitner this recogn.uion or, and above
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all, the fact of affording this taxon a rank above the famuly-series level This action was
Justified by Hepcrs et al (2008: 11) mostly on the ground that this group “is currently
considered a sigle family, (. ) that is lurger than nearly any other famuly of tetrapods™ and
would be made “more manageable by sphiting the group into four fumiltes”. According 1o this
strange philosophy, the rank of a taxon would be related to its size (number of included
species), which means that it would be based on a quantitative criterion such as VAN VALEN's
(1973) “metataxonomue criterion” (see Dusots, 19884-h). This 1dea 1s an old one, but, even
with this taxonomic philosophy, 1t has long been acknowledged that important changes in the
ranks of taxa should be done with care: * What is altogether inadmussible (. 5 ts the raising of
a single taxon, say, a famuly, 1o the rank of order and the concomitant raismg of all the
subdivisions within this taxon without regard 1o the consequences for other families in this
taxonomic group” (MAYR & ASHLOCK, 1991° 273). HeDGES et al. (2008) avoided this discus-
ston by failing to consider the of their nc latural decision on the other
related taxa of anurans.

As recently discussed in detail (DuUBoIs, 2007«, 2008¢), in modern taxenonues which are
based on phylogenetic analyses, ranks express cladistic relationships between taxa and
sister-group relationships, but they have no other biological or other meaning (MiINrLLI,
2000). This means that taxa sharng the same rank may imclude widely different numbers of
taxa and of subordinate ranks. By tself, such an unbalanced situation 1s very mformative.
Thus, the exsstence of a high number of species in the group formerly known as the genus
Eleutheroductylus Dumén! & Bibron, 1841 was telling us something about the rate of
speciation m this group, which appears much higher than in other groups of anurans and even
of vertebrates. and might be related to their reproductive mode (Dt rois, 2004b), Splitting this
genus mio several genera, and 1ts family into several famubes. obscures this message. 1t is not
at all justified by the fact that these taxa are considered as “clades™ ! as the latter can be
recognized at any level in the taxononuc hierarchy, and knowing that a group is helophy letic
provides no informatson on its rank (for more details, see Dusots, 2008¢)

Hences et al (2008) did not discuss the status and nomen of the hypothesized sister-
group of their taxon, nor the possibiity to still provisionally use higher ranks of the
Tarmly-series, such as superfamily, epifanuly, etc | as suggested by Dusors (2005¢), in order to
avord the premature creation of class-series nomina Despite the large amount of new
molecular phylogenetic data recently published, the higher taxonomy of the Aweingia (s
certaily stfl far from being stabihzed (sce e g WiLns, 2007), and it 1s premature to comn new
nomina for hugher taxa (all the more that many nomina already exist and can be used for some
of these tara). This problem 1s particularly strong within the frame of a “pseudo-ranked™
nomenclature, such as that wsed by Frost et al (2006}, which does not provide by stself any
information on the hypothesized cladistic relationships between taxa, and especially about
sister-group pairs {sec Dusors, 2007 34, 2008¢) The reality of this problen: was clearly

1 Although 11s has been spreading m the recent literature, the use of the term “clade * to desiaale taxa
1o questionable A clade s a natural Lneage m nature, but we never obserse (or will obserse) dades. We
only build by potheses about «lades based on o.r analyses, and these hypotheses change regularly with
ness data and analyses. Tana are conceprs which, as all seientific concepis and theories, alable aid
abandoned once refated T normal if taxa which are seientitic coneepts. change. but “dades™. being
natural entities, cannot change We do not need this term n taxonemy The terms ” group . “taxon™ or
“cledon™ (MAYK. 1999) are appropree 10 designate the groups saggeted by our dad stic analyses

ar
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highhighted by the fact that the same team which proposed many such new class-series taxa
(FRoST et al., 2006) published a few months later a new work (GRANT et al , 2006) with a new
phylogenetic and taxonomic proposal, in which they abandoned one of the new higher
nomina introduced just a few months carher (DipHyABATRACHIA), and introduced several new
ones! However, several recent examples show that the community of taxonomusts is appar-
ently not prepared to take the time to wait for a stabilized higher y of the

before proposing well-thought, and alse well-formed, short and euphomous nomina for the
higher taxa (see DUBOIS & RAFFAELLL 2009) Taking this time would ndeed certamly have a
terrible “psychelogical” drawback, as it could prevent some taxonomusts from “artaching
their names to the new nomina” (DuBoiS, 20084).

CONSEQUENCES IN CLASS-SERIES NOMENCLATURE

A final note must be added here regarding the Rules for class-series nomenclature
proposed by Dusois (2006¢: 227-233). When these Rules were elaborated, T considered 1t
“obvious” that all taxonomists would consider that a class-series nomen should be a noun in
the nominative plural, so this was not even mentioned in the proposed Rules. This was a
mistake, as nothing 1s ever “obvious™ to all. This severe omission should be corrected 1n the
proposed Rules (R2)and (R3) (Dt Bois, 2006« 227) In Rule (R2), the end of the sentence o
be wailable n zoological nomenclature (.. 1, a class-series nomen must have been published ¢,
as a unmomen” should be replaced by “as a uninomen bemg, or being treated as. a Latn noun
w the nomunarive pluval tending v =2, A, =48, "0, 18’ or exceptionally -e’)" The parallel
change should be made 1n Rule (R3), where “a new cluss-sertes nomen should be a Latin or
latimzed nomen™ should be repaced by “a Latm or latmized nomen being, or bewng ireated as, a
Latm noun m the nonnnatine plural { ending i "-a*-aF, 18" =08 or exceptionally -6°)".
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